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P

In order to help 1dentify social concderns, facilitate
planning, and provide a sound rationale for the allocation of

scarce resoufces, a number of people have contributed to the

L

conceptual and applied development of an evaluation process

called needs assessment. This process almost always focuses on

the assessment of change, change from the real to the ideal,

present future, actual to expected, and so on. As a result,

s 12

most de initiona\of need can be represented by a mathematical -
- w
style change formqhaw However, most presentations of the concept

of change do not completely represent the complexity of the

actual needs assessment process. , Consequently, this paper is

¢

intended to provide some conceptual clarity to the process of

needs assessment. A brief discussion related to the practice of

needs assessment is also provided, but this is intended to serve

<

" more as a framework than as.a.wescription for practice.
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In Dfdﬁﬁ -to ~help identify social concerps, facilitate .

\ ‘oA -

planning, and provide a, sound ratioﬁéle for the allocation of
. -l “ R : . ) -
cénceptuél and appfied develppment of an evaluation process
T N : oL - co
callee needs assessment. This process almost Sﬁways focuses on

»

ecarce,'résources, a number of beodle'h@ve contributed to the
Eos:

- the assessment of change, change from tWe qeaL.to the ideal,

. 44
_pres t to future, actual to expected, gand .80 on. As a result,
3. R . 7
most definitions of need can be represented b% a mathematical -
\ ' i b R T ’
. + style change formula. However, most presentatid§§ of the concept

. Q‘ . Y * ":-4
of change do.. no? completely represent the complexity..of the

o

actual needs assessment process.— Consequengly. this paper 1is
- LY

intended to provsde’some conceptual wlarity to. the brpcegs of
P

‘ - s .

needs assessment. A br1ef d;scuésion related to the practice of T

N ’ ’ ¢

needs ‘assessment is alsgo prov1ded, but this is,intended to serve
-‘. . q,' ‘ . B . . " )

more as a framework tham as a*prescription for practice. + | -

. N ' . - , .' . . . . , - )
' %gpre épect#igelly. this paper 1is uskd to. discuss: some’
. F

5

3

~ . > . ’ o .
problems with using a popula* definition of need and two ,other

»
)

conditions " to test if a given situation repregsents a, "genuine'-
! . . ' -~
need. - Some possible .remedjes to these problems 'are thén

) Y & » <
-sugbested. Panf'l.of this paper covers needs assessment and the

\
a

problems I cohs1der to be present 1n this way- to define: need. It. @
is used. to discuss a test for genuing need, describe a way to-
: Lot T . 3 :
apply the test to a comprehensive‘set of hypothetical cases, list.
. ; Pl

' -

- : : . R 4
the major problems with the ‘test that become evident through’ this
. ~ 1 \ .-
application, and present some basic responses to thoee‘prdplgmsx.

4 TN P !
e £ v
. )




E
Part 11 1is then wused to discuss +field analysis as an

. - .
application of the solutionséi%-lt involvesfa definition of field

"analysis, a comparison of field analysis to some related

conEepts, and a brief presentation of what conducting field

*

analysis may invoclve. .

4 .

Part I. Needs Assessment: Some Definitional Problems

The aiscussion to follow 1n Part 1 is based on a series of
mathematical-style definitions of.what is, . 1n effect, change. It
is ,alsc heavily dependgnt on a set of sy?temat}cally generated
graphic representations of 'different kinds of change. The
purpose of this comewhat tedious activity ié to set up a
comprehensive description of change in an abstract sense so that
.a corresponding conceptual framework for asséssing this change
may then be developed. The following sections édescribe that
process.

*
'

A TEST FOR GENUINE '‘NEED x
¢

-

A popular definition of need (Roth, 1977) can be written in

. -

the form:

Ne =T - A ' )
where

Nc = a need candidate .

T = some target state, ard :

A = some corresponding actual state.

-

-

\.
v
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In addition, ‘Scriven and Roth (1977) suggest two criteria a need

» . .

candidate, Nc, must' méet before it can qualify as a genuine need:

I

. 1. with the Nc, a subject derives Someﬁotherwifé unrealized

- .

benefit, \and .
y
» : 2. . wiﬁhout' the Nc, the subject is’'in an unsatisfactory '
state. . - : ‘ ’
I3 .'

[
‘In {fol&ow-up, Roth (1977) contends that both definitions

%' must l?e\i:aken toget‘her in ;Drder to‘obtain §Satisfac}:6r:y
def%nitign! of need: L;ncoln and Guba (1981) agree, and state
that' these for&ulations conséitute necessary and sufficient
conditions ¥or the identification of a genuine need. They also
. ’
suggest that in order to focus the process df needs assessment,
the first task should be to identify the domains of interest for .
1 N : 4
the séudy. . UsiAg this domain-focused approach andlcombining the
' + twp previdus definitions, a éummaty of the test for a genuine
need cén be written as follo&s: )
v : ) .
1. Nc‘éfog‘— Da . )
\where ‘ ‘ |
Y . Nc = a neeé*éandidate
'Dt = some taége£ state within a specified d;main, and ' A

Da = some cortesponding actual state within that specified

) M-
' domain; and ot o
L3

2. with the Nc,” a subject receives some otherwise unrealized
. A . . -
2N
- Ed
benefit; and : 4
g . P

3¢ without the Nc, thggéubject is in an unsatisfactory state.
(O 4 = ,

AN
Ty




. APPLYING THE TEST

DEFINING A GENERALIZED CHANGE FORMULA

One way' to test the adequacy of these simul taneocus
conditions to be met by a genuine need would be toc a) generate an

exhaustive list of hypothetical cases which include the various

possible combinations of events that can occur, and -

b) 1dentify the cases which meet all of the _stated-. criteria.,

This can be accomplished graphically, as in Figure 1, bV

a) adjusting fhe need candidate formula to repreéentaa general

case, b) applying certain cghventions to represgnt key ‘elements
in each of the three conditions, ) constructing éraphs with all

possihle combinations of these variableé, and d) identifying the

.
o

cases which sidultanggusl? meet the three proposed necessary and

sufficient characteristics of a genuine need. A judgment can
. . \ ’
then . be made concerning how well these criteria a"sorted" the
» v ' ' ‘ ¥ R PR .

various cases. Since the need candidate formula, Nc=Dt~Da, is a
discrepéncy—style equation, - it céﬁ also be thought 0%. as a
r N . e .

special casé of the generalized chanqg formula: -
AD = D2 - Dt ' ' : -
where o - ’ ‘ « B
AD = a chaﬁé; within a specified domain ' : \\
‘ D2 = state .2 within a specified aomain; and . ° ‘ o
D1 = state 1 within a specified domain. - 7 L .
! ' - . v ! '
OPERATIONALIZING THE CONDITIONS . - . -

»

} . . . .
When D2=Dt and Di=Da, then AD=Dt-Da and, substituting,

AD=Nc. In other words, only when a comparison is/made‘betweeﬁ an
“

~

é




from D1 to D2) the s

ihentified<?target state and some other state does that change

¢

Eonstitute azneed candidates This is the first condition to be

met for the test of a genuine-need. Graphica}ly,- D1 will be
rep%esentéd!by the left point on figures depicting a'H&pothetxcal’

case, D2 will 'be redresented by the right point, and tns

"identified target stapge, T, will be represented by a. solid

N .

horizontal 1line passing through the ‘figure. When T pagsés -

through (intersects) D2, the first condition for the test of a

genuine need has been met. )
) N

. The second condition, "with the need candidate, {or change

from D1 to D2) a SUbjecé receives some otherwise unrealized
o
benefit,"” will be represented by a ppsitive slope of the line

between D1 and D2. " This is accomplished By having the scaling of

the vertical axis represent-an appraisal (judgment) of the
« -

benefits derived +from the variocus :characterized ~ (described)

'
-

A )
states. The measurement is considered to be on at least an
- as .

ordinal scale’' with higher values above lower ones. The

~

- . -

horizontal ~anis represents a characterization of states DI and

52. The scaling can be nominal or higher and ‘the differences

' e .
between D1 and D2 are constant across cases for this exercise,
®

1Y . ' ’
but that would not necessary in real situations.

?

The third condition, "without the need candidate (or change

3ject is in an unsatisfactory state,” will

be represented by the:":cation of the line, D1D2, in relation to

= -

a dotted horizontal line passing through the figure. This dotted
LY . .

.

line represents an ambiguous "phase shift" between an ébpraiSﬁl

as acceptable and one as unacceptable on the vertical axis.

Thus, whenever D1D2 is below this dotted horizontal line,h the

’
-

3




’
o7 third condition will be considered to have g%en met, since an

"unacceptable appraisal" will be the operational definition of an
.- -

"unsatisfactory state," and "without Nc" (or change from Di to

D2) is represented by thqt line.

»

Figure 1 'is used to represent a hypothetical caseauéing')thé
. N N E

'graphic conventtons just discuscede When the three conditxéns

.
’

are applied;_ it can he's n that D2 an T do not intersect,' the

. . N
slope of :the line between D1 and D2 is positive, and D1D2 is

below the dotted line for part of its length and above it for the

* rest. As a result, the case 15 ruled to nbt represent a genine
need under the conditions specified. This is clearly so since

v . * ~*x
the first condition has not been met. It is alsoc true that the

»

third condition has only been met for a portion of the appraé#sed
change from D1 to D2. This case has been presented in Figure 1
- since it .is a good example of some basic problems with the

conditions to test for a 'genuine need. These and other problems

» P .

will be discussed in more detail later on.

P .

: +

. '

GENERATING THE HYPD%HETICAL CASES

An exhaustive list of hypothetical 'cases can be generated by

~ v
.

systematically varying Di, D2, and T alond, the apﬁ?afsal
(vertical) scale in an "absalute" sense and also "relative" to
each other. absolute appraisals have been presented at three

¢ .

levels: é;gheficial C{+) g nq&ther markedly beneficial nor
1

detriment - ne&tralS(O); and detrimental (~). These appraisals

-

ndependent of each other. Relative appraisals were méde
considering  Di, D2, and T simultaneously so that these

comparisons are logically congistent. These possible comparisong




«
-

made the appraised value of one state either greater than (%),

w

less than (<), or equal to (=), another state. Possible changes

a

of D1 and D2 along the characterization (horizontal) scale have

been held constant for the sake of «.5implic:ity.ig

s

Table 1 is used to list the possible combinations of

absolute appraisals (27) and relative appraisals (li). When

(4

¢ -

these' two lists of combinations are simul tanecusly considered,
2 . L4

'they can be used to generate 3 total of seyenty—five dnique ‘and
3 : ' '
logically consitent hypothetical cases. These cases can then be

~

tested against the conditions said to be necessary and sufficient

N v
v

for the status of a genuine need. These cases and their status

a

in terms of the three conditions are presented in Figure 2,

L 4 )

o

RESULTS OF THE TEST

’

.A review of Figure 2 shows t@at only two of the cases

‘dualify as representing. a genuine need.- These cases{ D éndNIOD,
~8

clearly meet all thfee*conditions.\ However, &theré are a number
of other cases for which it would .ceeém more prudent to consideg

the test for genuine'to be flawed rather than to say they do not
represent,.at least in part, genuine meed. A way to resclve this

N

problem .will be discussed shortly.

LY ' .

PROBLENMS WITH- THE .TEST

There seem to be.four basic problems with the test® for
genuine need as it has- been described here. First, the
s r s -

‘requirement for a designated target state, T, to coencide with

anocther itate precludes a number of casges from representing a

genuine need when they would otherwise do so. Since target




‘ égateé are probably best thought of as simply useful

. .

1

states are frequently arbitrary, ungrounded,lsubject to polastical

manipulation, not necessary for the specification of change. and
) * M . * . (
often of no help 1n determining how much of that changer is

“needed.," the use of them as part of @ condition to. be.met in a

test for genuine need does not seem to be warrented. Target

planning—

<

tools.

2

A second problem is that the formula, Nq=ﬁf—Da, provides

.part of a definition of need, but 1t wquld be awkward to use with

. )

other types qf important changé that aée represented i1n Figlure 2. -

This could be remedied with a modification of the formula. : -

- +

» ‘ ' g i
Another problem, also related to the Nc=Dt-Da formula., is

. - .
that the specification of domains provides needed focus, but it

méy also distract people from other important but _non-domain

"

factors. this problem also requires modification of the basic
formula, but both of "the above difficulties can be addFessed in

one revised formula. » . LTl

) -
The fourth problem is related to the third condition in the

test for a genuing need, "without the need candidate, ﬁhe-sgﬁject

“ — - ——
is - in 480 unsatisfactory state." The difficulty with this
. ’ / - o

condition 1is that for certain. changes, it not simpl

. .
y "met" “or -

"not met." Instead, the condition is met for part of the changé;:;

.o~

" and not met for the other pért. This probfengxigté_whenever one

state is appraised. to be acceptable 'and the oiher"to be

a

unacceptable. The situation could be remedied with a convoluted .

—

e

reworking of the condition but, in this case,.,_it i; Nprobably
. i' - _- -

better to suggest some implications for pEEEEice‘iq;tead.
L . N ‘ N : ) * R

\

. B
S 3 e
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N RESPONSES TO THE PROBLEMS v ‘

- " DEEINITIPN OF NEED AND RELATED TERMS ‘ ' 1

" ,

One response to the first two problems is to defihe need and

5

, some other terms 1n a way that' 1s consistent with coherent
~ . - .

rgroupings of the hypothetical cases that have been generated., As
. ¢

) . .
previocusly noted, the exclusions required by the first condition

of the test for geﬁuine need do not appesr to be; warrented.
- . -

Betause of this, it has been érppped as a condition. As a
result, the seventy—five cases‘may be reduced to a total of

. thi:ffgﬁ’uhique situations that are répresented in Figure 3. The
A

-

other two conditions remain the same in principle but have been

paraphrased to help show the relationship of need to other

»

\
concepts.

%3

Of the thirteen cases, tgn represent a change ins appraisal

< from one state to another, while three (cases 6, 7,~ and 8)

’

. represent no change and are not included under dny of the
* o
S following definitions: -

—_

v ‘ ) -

¢

WA need for a characterized change is said to exist i% that

-~ change ia appraised a) to be beBeficial and b) to diminish .

-y the severity of an unacceptable condition. (This includes
4 MR

P cases‘§, 305 and the lower poftion of case~tis)--- ,’r-

———— -

~ * An opportunity is said to be presented by a characterized

. —_—— ,
_ y
7 g
-

. change “if that change-is appraised a) to be‘gsneficial .and

-

- —

b) to-enhancq an accgbtable condi tijen. (This includes the

. - - . -
T .- - -

¢

upper portion of case 11 and also cases 12 and 13} - :

§ . .- T s




L] . -
 Av cost is said to accompany a characterized change if that
. ‘T '

change - is’appraised to be detrimeﬁtal. This detrimental

-
N

change may also be _appraised to eitﬁer a) diminish an

"acceptablle condition - an accegtablé cost, (This includes
£

’ ‘h\‘the upper portion of case 3 and also cases 4 and S5.p oOr

b) increase the severity of an unacceptable condition -~ an

H

unacceptable cost. (This includes cases 1, 2, and the lower

-

portion of case 3.)

]
‘ 0
~One’ popular w to cafegorize changes is to make a

distinction between those which are anﬁﬁed" and tholeLhich are

"wéhted. " The distinguishing characteristic between the two

types gj changes is that without a needed change, the subject is

in an unsatisfactory state; while without a wanted change, the

v

subject would still be in a satisfactory state. I chose to drite

- s

a complementary definition using "opportunity" rather than "want*”

—~—

to get away"from the i1mplication, - stated or otherwise, that this

-

¢

type of beneéicial change is somehow inherently "Self—indﬂigent."
]

As far as detrimental change goes, it c8n always be said to

v

3

.

constitute a cost. For the convenience of distinction, costs

which are incurrfed under acceptable'conditions have been _further

designated, as )acceptable costs," while those incurred under .

-

‘unacceptable conditions have been further degsignated =~ as

- .

"unacceptable costs."

’

3 ) ;
Returning to the three cases 'which represent no appraised

change from one state to another, this seems mos? likely to occur

in one of two basic ways. The first way would be when the
N BN
10~ Y




»

S

criteria forqupraisal are not sensitive enough to Betect any
described changes in the states, large or small. The second way

would be when the criteria for'tjudging states, bublic or private,
s L]

are themselves changed, so that there is no' net change in:

appraisal. . ’ .

EXPANDING THE NEED CANDIDATE FORMULA
In order to address the problem 6F attempting to use the
need candidate formula to describe changes related to such things

as opportunities and costs, as well as, not 1lose track of

~

important factors that have not been Specified'ég,an evaluation

7

domain of interest, it is recommended that &n expanded change

" -

formula be used to classify thg major types of changes that can

take place. ‘A wholistic approach toLtHé above problem is to take
t

a’'systems perspactive. Along this line, a parficularly useful

concept which can be borrowed from general systems theory is %hat

of the field. The field can be thought of as a unit of analysis

which simltaneously considers both the environment and the system

or systems contained within it (Sutherland, 1973). When

-

Lincoln’s and Guba’s notion of an evaluation quain is combined

with the'fielq concept, a Venn diagram can be used to represent

-

the regulting relationships. This Venn diagram is pgesented in

Figure 4.

’

et

In this Stylized“diagraE? the entire field is represented by

the encompassing rectangle. One system is represented to be in
the +field by the circle. The intersecting oval is wused to
represent one domain of interest. In addition, the portion of

= v

the field thq} is outside of the circle represents the Systeh’s

»

<
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environment. Becadgg it is gquite likely that a domain will have

both system and environment features, it is useful to think of

-

the field as having four basic components. These components

~ ¢

" include: 8d, a specified domain within a system; Sd, the

remainder of' ‘the system: Ed, a specifie& domain 'éithin the

-~

" environment; and Ed; ‘the remainder of the environment.

.
-

Now that the basic components of the field have ' been .

- ’,
’

described, the next step is tb arrange them ;6to a format ;imilar
to the need candidate equation. This can be accomplished by
writing another generalized change formula. The difference will
be that instead of only considé;ing the change within a specified ,

domain, this time the changes encompass the entire field. This

generM ized change formula for the field can be written:

AF = ASd * ASd + AEd + AEd’

|
> . where . i i
o _ -
AF = change 1n,j:he field / A )
ASd = change in a specified domain within a system ‘
“ . L
ASd = change in the remdinder of the system
AEd = change in a specified domain within the énvironmen%,
- ! @‘
‘ and- ] ) ]
AEd = change in the remainder of the emvironment. .

[ -
. - e . R
.

The advantages of this formulation over the popul ar need
candidate equation are that is loses nothing from the popular

formula, it can accomodate the representation of appraised
changes other than those which meet the. conditions of a genuine
eed, and it can Mso alert evaluators to the total set of

chdnges .that are taking place over any period of time.




N >

A brief discussion of. how this field orientation can 'be used
N 1 - ,\

wifl probably Bé:helpful_here. Let’s take the example of a large s
. oil company‘dding~strip mfning for shale o1l in a Western .state. T
- — ‘ B F A

In this éxaﬁbké, we’ll call the oil cohpany (OC) the system and

everything else that .interacts with OC the environment CENV) .2
We’ll alsc idgnt;fy one domain of interest, financial pro#its-8r 

coasts. Let’s say that-OC hits it rich and winds up makéng a

tremendous profit qu% of this operation. Thiss characterized
S oL 2 .

change -within the specifipd domain of the system also turns out
N 4 t

to be appraised as very good by OC. Bgcause of all this extra

&

money lying arodnd, OC now has the opportunity to buy ou that_

cute little credit card company it’s always wanted to have in its

-

. back pocket. This is also appraised to be very good by OC. On

the other hand, it tLrnS out that in order for OC to have the
. o .

capital resources to begin the strip mining, old Uncle Sam was

,therg to subsidize a b?g chunk of Ehe bill through tax breaks and

“w - » -

o deregulatior of ocil prices. This amounts to a financial cost to
LN »

P
the ENV. You and I tend to appraise this as very bad when we pay

our taxes or drive away from the gas pump. In addition,

4 -

tremendous etological damage ‘has been done to the natural

countryside as a result of this type of mining. Many people

‘ 'hquld also tend to - consider this situation to be ‘Jery bad,

particula}ly'the ones who live in the region.

S0, . whefe does that all leave us in terms of the total set
of :characterized changes in the field and the appraisal of this

total set of changes:s?h Obviously, even.in this cryptic example,

. & .
there is no simple answer, but that is exactly the point. This

formulatiop is only a way to help us keep that in mind.

7
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FUCUSING "ON :TBEQDIFFERENCE BET@EEN‘QCCEPTABLE AND UNACCEPTABLE
The fourth problem with the test-for genuine need is that it

does. not ciearly emphasize how, a beneficial change could shift-

N '

1 I'd
from one that - i< "needed" to one which is merely “wanted" or

provides an "opportunity." In light of the previous discussions,

this _shift :tages\place:as cﬁangééxihfapﬁ?éisals of ‘gonditions/

<
-

shifte from being unaccép{éble to acceptable. Recall that i+
» \ -
beneficial cﬁangeg occur .when conditions are said to he

-

unacEEptable. thé%, has been defined as needed ‘chanée: while
benefiéial, cﬁanges that oécur when conditions are considered to
be . aceptable have‘peen defined és opportunity. In manz ways;,
éhis is'the giﬁa cf'"phase shifE" that people attempt’ts identify
and usé é% azéut;d§¥ score @hen they use compétency—based te;ting

to make the gzcision about’ who will graduate from high school and

who will not. Unfortunately, we all have some idea about how

'diffichlt--it is to perform a task like this in a consistent and

just wa%"- PASS, a.standardizéd, Normalization—-based program

. . . . - [
evaluation instrument is another example in which much effort has
~

beén pu? into distinguishing between acceptable and unacceptable
conditions from a clearly specified value .Berspective
(Wol fensberger and Glenn, 1975). . :

The point,that I would I;ke to make here is thﬁf)if we truly

want to make a-distinction between needed change and opportunity,

»

and if ‘wee truly want to make differential decisions based on
) [;

these distinctions,\‘Sben we are going to have to put a very high

level of effort into clarifying exactly what it is about a given

condition that hakes us judge it to be either acceptable" or

\]
~ ~
N

14




“pay ,particular attention to.that fuzzy' area between

or ‘potential change,

_ . Id
-~ - - -

unacceptable. In addition to‘thig,,we are aldgo géigg'to have to

.
[N

and unacceptable appraisals.
( . A RN
have to concentrateon narrowing this "band of uncertainty" so

- 5

that we have a very clear understanding of why we * tamper with.

people’s lives the way we do. ,But evgnias vie do éhis; we will

also have to guard égéiﬁét fryihg"to turn imherently CQEP{E* or

B - .

2 .

dontroversial issues into overly simplistie, black - and white
decision rules. — .
Part Il. Field Analysis: Applying The Solutions

7

, : DEFINING FIELD ANALYSIS

Now that some problems I consider to be present in the test
, . ,

for genuine need have been‘descﬁgbed,

o '

and some solutions

.

have

been proposed, I would 'like toc move on to what I consider to be a

>

reasonable approach which takes these solutions into account.

. o)
This approach 1is based on thé perspective that the quality of
]
“need, "opportunity,™ or "cost" is not an inherent characteristic
this attached quality is a

of a particular condition. Instead,

function of the field within, which that condition is described.

. -

and the value structure against which it has been judged. 1 also

1

take a dynamic perspective in that this approach focuses on real

rather than static situations. With these

perspectives pd the solutions to the test for genuine need in

mind, a definition of field analysis can\be written s follows:

-

\

Y
e

acceptable ~ |

: . . . ] _ (
Whenever possible, #e are going- to




.
.

¥ Field analysis is the process through which changes in a

system and its environment are clearly described, so that

Pl

these cjanges can then be judged to represent either needs,

opportunities, or costs.

¥

. COMPARING FIELD ANALYSIS TO OTHER CONCEPTS

NEEDS AS%ESSMENT

Obviously, there+ is a «close relationship between the
concepts of needs assessment and fieldéanalyéis. Ry definition,L
needs- assessment is a subset of field analysis. In practice,

- -

what® has often been called needs assessment may be virtually

»

-indistinguishable from field\analysis, since it often goes beyond

assessing only “peeds." However}; when the popular tést for a
genuine need is applied, these studies could be considered
"*sloppy" or “Beyond their scope." Field analysis gets around

these problems by specifically incorporating ofher types of

val ue—defined change. ‘%ﬁ' .

CONTEXT EVALUATION

Stufflebeam, et al. (1971) state that cgntext evaluation,

-

"is systematic and macroanalytic; its pyrpose is to provide .&

rationale for determination of objectives for the system. It
ll
defines the environment, describes the desired and actual

~

conditions pertaining to the environment, identifies unmet needs '

and unused opportunuties, and diagnoses the problems that prevent

needs from being met and opportunities from being used, " (p.353).
A\ .

Conceptually, it seems that context evaluation and field analysis

are even more closely related. The distinguishing characteristic

o

16
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for tthe field analysis formulation is ghat the basic components
of the field and definitions of basic changes within and between

these components have been more clearly specified.
.

GBJECT/CDNTEXT OF THE EVALUATION

Each of the four components of the field mus& be either part
of the object or context of the evaluation. In préctice,
Lowever, one or more of these components may often have been lgft
out. Probably the mos§ troublesome of such omiésions in the long
run is when the object is thought of as a set of specified
domains within the system (or organization) and the context
is thought of as the remainder of the organization, igmoring the
envirgnment completely. -

My suggestion would be to think of the cbject of the

evaluation as the set of specified domains within the system and

its environment. The context of the evaluation would then be the

- remainder of the system and its environment.

-

MERIT AND WORTH

L4

LincolA and Guba (1979) distinguish between two different
wayé to assign value to an entity by the use of the terms, merit

and worth. Ihéy describe merit as, "an int/{nsic property of the
= _ 7,__ \ﬁ
entity being, evaluated, [it] is determined in one qi two/ways: by

N H

assessing the degree to which the entity conforms to certain
standards upon which a relevant professional group or group of

experts agree, which might be called absolute merit eValuation,

' 13

or by comparing the entity to other entities within the same.

class, which might be called comparative merit evaluation,"”

17
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(p.7). They then go on to describe worth as, "an extrinsic
prﬁperty of the entity being évalu;ted, Lit] is determined by
comparing the entity’s impact or outéomes relative to some set of

¥ external requirements, e.g., the results &f a needs assessment or

a context evaluation,” (p.8).

-

In addition, they suggest that the process of determining

worth should depend on some minimal level of merit, as well as,

P

contain other benefits whose definitions are taylored to each
local setting. Rased on its similarities to needs assessment and

context evaluation, along with its abilffy to help provide focus

to determining the unigue charactéristics of individual settings,

be Y

field analysis would appear to particularly useful ' for

addressing questions of worth. &
WEIGHT AND SUM ;

Almost any time' you have to make & judgment about something,
there are gping to be a number of factors to consider, . and you

are going to have to decide how important each of these factors

are 7in relation to each other. The field analysis formulation
E

suggests that there should always be at least fowr of these
factors. In practice,“ there will usually be many more, and; as
Scriven states (1981), the process that you go through to do this
can be very Complex.‘ The crux of the matter revolves arbund

[

determining what is important from a wholistic point of view ® and
v .

tgén devising a method to analyze and judge the contribufing
components {from that wholistic perspective. Scriven’s article
offers some practical advise in this area and the program

evaluation instrument, PASS (Wolfensberger and Glenn, 1975), is

an applied example.

i8 Lo 4
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The oil company example * used earlier also ~helps
‘

“-illustrate the weight and sum problem. Taken individually,: égch

of the four field components are rélatively easy to be assigned

-

"good" or "bad" ratings in terms of the perspectives described.

On the other hand, taking the wholistic, field pérspective, the

-

final verdict will be co&életelx dependent on the specifics of

the weight and sum methods employed. The contribution of the ~ )

field anal?gis formulation-im this regard is that it helps focus .

this problem so, that it will be more likely to be properly

. '
addressed. ) -

1 3

CONDUCTING FIELD ANALYSIS

4

What I would like to do here is to briefly touch upon the /

B
.

major components of field analysis which have been p}esented in
<2

. N
~ - v

the previous sections. In short, field analysis involves the two .

- .

- J’Q{ -

basic activities of characterizing and appraising changes in the
.

-

field. Some of the steps in, this process will now be discussed.

-

DEFINING THE (FIELD -

One of the first things fhat needs to be done is to decide

» =

what it i1s that makes up the field and its variocus parts. In
ordeé to do this, it is nécessary to define the system, its
environmént, and the domains of concern. .0f course, it is also

L N v ’

crucial to involve representatives of the major audiences so that
) . ! s
L& N

their interests may be properly represented. This preliminary

cgrving' out of the territory will then provide the basis for the

remainder of the work. . : . . .

(>3
[£3
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* %
"DETERMINING THE CHANGE TO BE CONSIDERED

Since field analysis 1s ultimately concerned with change, at

least two states of the field have to be compared and these
. i

states thave to be determined. These states may be real or

.

hypothetical, targets to shoot for, or simply what is. This does

not actually involve describing the change yet. What it does

* involve is:establishing how 'you can tell when you have one of the

states of‘interest. You might do this by selectiflg a time frame
to do the field‘;nalysis, choosing an.event to take placé, like
an in-service training :worksh;;, constructing some' general
*specifications for' a product to b;.developed, apd'so on.

CHARACTERIZING THE CHANGE,

L3

This 1is the process of clearly describing the fielq\ as it

e

+ changes from one state to anocther. It should also be kept in
2

"mind to have this description be as precise as is necessary to

' make ~the relevant appraisalg later on. The premium here,
14 'y - N

however, is to focus on arriving at a {fdatively objective
) .o '

concensus, while keeping v&lue-based interpretations toc a

‘
.

minimum.
4

The scope of this description should be consistent with how

the field has been previogsly defined in light of the change that

is of ipterest. This means that the field should be described in
N . ¢

at least two different states in terms of " the system,
'i§4
’ environment, and domains that have already been defined. The
nature of the actual change between states should then be clearly
highlighted. \
- )y
Q. 20 !
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APPRAISING THE CHANGE . . .

For this activity, values are at a premium. The purpose of,
this activity is to take any changes that have been described and

label them as representing either needs, opportunities or costs.

3
\

In order to do this, it is absolutely essential to identify the

distinction Setween acceptable and unacceptable congitions. The
reason this is so important is that it is the ke} element in
distinguishing between beneficial changes which are\é&thér needed
or present an'oppbrtunity. It is also used to make distinctions

between detrimental changes which represent either acceptable

costs ("blowing a good thing") or unatcepable costs ("goiﬁg from
bad to worse"). In order to accomplish this certainly difficult

task of identifying the phase shift between acceptable and

~

unacceptable conditions, it is important to’emphasize diminishing

E 3
-

the ambiguous range between acceptability / unacceptability, or

more precisely, diminish the discrepancy between the effectively

between acceptabfl&ﬁy / unacceptgbility (Phat we can’t know or
agree on).

The o©0il company example‘shOQId also tip my hand that' I
consider the appraisal of the entire field, with all of its

complexly interacting ;scomponents, toc be the most important
%
appraisal of all. This means that overall appraisals may not
&
necessarily be good or bad simply because one or a number of

AT

components are good or bad. sIt also suggests that all concerned

parties need to be invplved in the overall'apprafséks, and . that

many conflicts in values will likely need to b& addressed.

21
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From here, the process may go on to systematic planning or

>

problem solving, “or it might just stop with labeling changes as

needs, opportunities, or costs. What happens at the next é%eé is =

N

dependent on. the purposes of the study, but if these basic steps

are followed, it stands a good chance of being a sound one,

_ 1 L 4
e P
e

regardless of where it goes froa here. S

~

Summary

This paper was wused to pr?sent a way to determine the
adgqgacy of the test for a genuine need. This test stipulates ’
that three condition? must be simultaneocusly met in order for a
situation to represent a genuine need. The first condition
requires tgat some kin& of a change between a t;rget state and an
actual state be present. ' The second condition req;ires that this
change offer some otherwise uﬁrealized benefit. The third‘
congition requires that without this change,s=tﬁé subject should -
be in an ugsatisfactory state. ]

Applyin€7'this test to a comprehensive set of hypothetical

b
cases did not seem to adequately sort them into groups which did

or did not represent genuine need. In addiétion, some other
problems were evident. The first problem cited was that the use
f g ‘ s

of a uniquely defined target state precluded some situations from
being added to the group of cases which did represent genuine

need, even thoughiincdlusion of the target ctate as a condition
did not seem to have any compensating'”bené¥it§ related to -

defining genuine need. The second problem was that the need
2

%
candidate formula did not accomodate other types of important

N —

changes represented by the cases. The thirdfp}gblem was that
- 22, = .
w2 e

.
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"this formula 'focused the areas of concern tooc narrowly. The

fourth and final ' problem mentioned was that the test did not

»

offer enough help in distinguishing different typésvof beneficial

or detrimental changes. . )

»

N Three- solutions to these'problems were then prgposedi The

L -

-

first solution involved dropping the target state from the test

for genuine need and defining needr’ opportunity, and cost in a

’ way‘tha‘ ié\coﬁsistent with the remainder of the test and the set
N . .

gf hypothetical cases that were generated. The second solution

.
[

«involeed prgsen%}ng a substitute for the need candidate formula‘
r

<

which can accomodate any of the above definitions and encompasses

‘

hZf whole of a system and its environment — the field. The third
s lution was to suggest the importance of focusing on the
difference between an aceptable and unacceptable condition.

The second section was then used to discuss applying the

solutions. It started with a definition of field apalysis, the ¢

%

p#%cess through which changes in a system_and its environment are
clearly described, so that these changes can be judged to
“r?present either needs, opportunities, or costs. It was ‘then

pointed out that needs assessment is a subset of field analysis.

-

Context evaluation was coﬁsidered to be virtually the same  as

s

field analysis, bu{ the field analysis formula was’thought~to add

some definitional precision to the process. [QéQt, it was
» f&E
N ‘

- suggested that the object of an evaluation be thought of as the
set of specified domains within a sttem and its environment;

while the context of that:evaluation should be thought of as the

L
»

remainder of the system and its environment. Alsc, it  was

-

suggested that +field analysis would be a good way to address‘

p

[N
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guestions of what Lincoln and Buba call worth. The last comment

on related concepts suggested that the field analysis fgrmulation

was very compatable with and a good‘organizer for weight and sum
methods ﬁsed ‘to place values on.complex entities with multiple
§

components. -

A

Finally; a very brief discussion of the basic s{epé in
conducting field analysis was presented. These steps include
defining the field, <determining the changes to be considered,

- - ! -

) . ] .
characterizing the change, and appraising the change. Four key ,

elements in this process include the system, its environment, the

. . . ¥ . .
" domains of interest, and the phase shift between accepféhle and
. - . , r
unacceptable conditions. It was then suggested that field

-

analysis could be thought of ‘as an end in itself .or as--a -

< . =z i - . .\ . '. .
springboard to furtheér planning ‘or problem solving activities.
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CHARACTERIZED STATES OF D1 AND D2

Conditibn 1: T intersects D2? NO )
Condition 2: Slope positive? YES
Condition 3: D1D2 beloqlo? YES/NO
Therefore, genuine need? . NO
4
~ . -

Figu#e 1. Example of a hypothetical case tested,to determing if
it represents a "genuine need.” )

«
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a -

2
[
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B A > > >
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} -
S e T C > < >
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- 3 - 0 0 E > < <
& - 0" + \ F = > >
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8 .— -+ 0 ' H = < <
? = -+ o+ ‘ I < > >
” 10 © - - J < > =
. .11 0 - 0 K < > <
12. 0 - + L < = < »
13 o 0 - M. < < <
14 0. 0 0 . i
15 o 0+ )
y 16 0o, + 2 . ‘
17 © + Q ° p
4 18 0 + + )
1?2 <+ - - .
20 + =" 0
21 .+ - o+ ’
22 + o - 2 . .
23 + 0 0 ) .
24 <+ 0 +
25 + + - =
260 + + O v
27 + + +
* - e
¥ Absolute Key . ¥x Relative Key
®. (7): Detrimental Appraisal (>): More Beneficial Than
L] -
(0): Neutral Appraigﬁé . (=): Equally Beneficial As
- (+): Beneficial Appraisal (<): Less Beneficial Than
. o - \
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DEF INED : DEFINED

_ D1 = D2
UNCCEPTABLE OR
CosT CHANGE
IN
APPRAISAL
CRITERIA

UNACCEPTABLE
CosT

1.

~

ACCEPTABLE
cosT -
NEED
UNACCEPTABLE

casT

ACCEPTABLE . OPPORTUNITY
CosT -

NEED

ACCEPTABLE . :
cosT : OPPORTUNITY

Dt = D2 -

OR o

CHANGE ) . OPPORTUNITY
IN °
"APPRAISAL

CRITERIA

D1 = D2
OR
CHANGE

. IN Ve
APPRAISAL
CRITERIA

The revised definition of need and related terms
-applied to thirteen cases. The format for each case
is the same as in Figure 1, excluding target (T).
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The field, where:

system; Sd = the remainder: of the system; - Ed
specified domaig within the ®&nvironment; ‘and Ed
- remainder of the.environment. —
. . — ez

() N
- s t}
* ek P R .-

Sd = a specified domain within a

= a
= the




